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DETAILED ACTION 



1. This application has been reviewed. Original claims 1-27 are currently pending. 
The rejections are as stated below. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

2. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

Claims 1 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention 
lacks patentable utility. As claimed, claims 1 and 14 result in the system selecting at 
least one potential vendor. Without any further use of the selection, the system and 
method, as claimed, does not produce a tangible result, because no usable output is 
produced. Without a tangible result, the system or method is not considered useful, and 
is therefore unpatentable. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

4. Claim 1-4, 12, 14, 15, 17, 18, 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
clearly anticipated by Walker et al., U.S. Patent No. 5,794,207. 

Claim 1, 14, 15, Walker discloses a method and apparatus for effectuating 
bilateral buyer-driven commerce, comprising a computer processor (figure 1, #205), a 
data store of vendors accessible to said computer processor (figure 1 , #260), a data 
store of vendor parameters relating to said vendors and accessible to said computer 
processor for use in selecting vendors for a project (column 18 lines 26-33), a user 
interface associated with said processor for enabling the user to specify requirements 
for said project (column 15 line 60 - column 16 line 11), and applying rules to select at 
least one potential vendor for said project based on the vendor parameters and the 
project requirements specified by said user (column 18 lines 15-33). 

Claims 2, 3, 17, 18, Walker teaches communicating the project requirements to 
at least one selected vendor for solicitation of a bid on the project, and emailing a link to 
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the vendor, said link directing said vendor to a web page for accessing said project 
requirements (column 19 lines 5-12). 

Claim 4, Walker teaches one selected vendor submitting a bid to the system via 
said webpage (column 22 lines 40-51). 

Claims 12, 27, Walker teaches enabling an authorized administrator to manage 
the specification process, the vendor data store, the user interface, and rules to be 
applied (column 17 lines 48-64 and column 19 lines 13-28) 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 
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4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

7. Claims 5-8, 11, 13, 16, 19-23, 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Walker, as applied to claims 1 and 2 above, and further in view of 

Gindlesperger, U.S. Patent No. 6,397,197. 

Claims 5-8, 11, 13, 16, 19-23, 26, Walker fails to teach receiving bids from a 
plurality of selected vendors, the rule based system applying rules to recommend one of 
said vendors to complete the project based on the received bids, basing 
recommendations on submitted vendor parameters, permitting a user to accept or 
override the system recommendation, and notifying the bidders of the process outcome. 

Claims 5, 6, 19, 20, 21, Gindlesperger teaches receiving a plurality of responding 
bid data from vendors and applying rules using vendor and user submitted criteria to 
recommend a vendor based on said submitted criteria (column 5 lines 1 1-35). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the Applicant's 
invention to modify the teachings of Walker to include these teachings of Gindlesperger 
because Gindlesperger teaches the benefit of enhanced pricing comparison, allowing 
the user to identify the most beneficial vendor. 

Claims 7, 1 1 , 16, 22, 26, Gindlesperger teaches permitting the user to accept or 
override the vendor recommendation (column 8 lines 3-20). It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the Applicant's invention to modify the 
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teachings of Walker to include these teachings of Gindlesperger because it is desirable 
that the user give the final authorization on which vendor to accept. 

Claim 8, 23, Gindlesperger teaches notifying vendors of the outcome of the 
bidding process (column 5 lines 41-43). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the Applicant's invention to modify the teachings of Walker 
to include these teachings of Gindlesperger because Walker teaches vendors bidding 
based on the bids of competitors, resulting in the best competitive price for the buyer. 

Claim 13, Gindlesperger teaches generating reports relating to said project 
responsive to said user interface (column 8 lines 52-63). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the Applicant's invention to modify the 
teachings of Walker to include these teachings of Gindlesperger it is beneficial that a 
user track the progress of active projects. 

8. Claims 9, 10, 24, 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Walker and Gindlesperger, as applied to claims 1, 2, 5, 14, 17, 20 above, and 
further in view of eBay (www.ebay.com dated 3/1/2000 from the Wayback Machine). 

Claims 9, 10, 24, 25, Walker and Gindlesperger fail to teach receiving input from 
said user interface as to the quality of the project when completed by the vendor, and 
using said input in vendor selection. 
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Claims 9, 10, 24, 25, eBay teaches a feedback system where a user leaves a 
comment as to the experience in dealing with a specified seller, and where users base 
the decision to transact with sellers based on the seller's resulting feedback rating. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the Applicant's 
invention to modify the teachings of Walker and Gindlesperger to include the feedback 
system of eBay because eBay teaches it enables users to check the reputation of a 
seller to ensure the quality of product and service before a buyer enters into a 
transaction, resulting in more secure and safe transactions, and is a desirable feature of 
any transaction. 



Conclusion 

9. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Carlton-Foss, U.S. Patent No. 6,647,373 discloses a system and 
method for processing and transmitting electronic reverse auction information. Walker, 
U.S. Patent No. 6,085,169 discloses a conditional purchase offer management system. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Dan Kesack whose telephone number is 571-272-5882. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F, 8am-4:30pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Vincent Millin can be reached on 571-272-6747. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




HANI M. KAZIMI 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 




